reviewers to judge how incremental the work is), less than a third of the surveyed software engineering 79 community disagreed with a switch from single-blind reviewing to double-blind reviewing. Prechelt 80 et al. [15] investigated the perception of peer reviewing in the same community and reported that 81 only a third of reviews are considered useful while the rest are seen as unhelpful or misleading. Many 82 respondents to their survey supported the adoption of either double-blind or zero-blind reviewing.
83
With respect to the effectiveness of anonymizing authors there is conflicting evidence [39] . Part of 84 the literature argues that hiding their identity leads to better and less biased reviews [40] [41] [42] , while it 85 would seem that several large scale studies do not support such claims [43] [44] [45] [46] . Still, anonymizing 86 authors appears to be one of the best solutions to address the known bias in research communities 87 against female scientists and to increase the overall diversity of researchers [47] [48] [49] . As stated in the introduction, in this manuscript we wish to at least distinguish between openly 99 available reviews and non-anonymized peer reviews. We feel that the best way for open peer review 100 to progress is for different communities to advance the different elements outlined above, based on the 101 best evidence available to them about what works best.
102
Jones [55] argued that anonymization could be detrimental because reviewers could act without 103 fear of sanctions and suggested that reviews should be signed. This was also supported by Shapiro [56] .
104
There are many variations on anonymity [22] . For example the identities of reviewers could be revealed 105 only on published papers while reviewers of rejected papers maintain their anonymity (as is current 106 practice in Frontiers in Neuroscience [57]), or reviewers could have to directly sign their reviews.
107
Similarly, one has to distinguish between revealing the reviewers' identities only to the authors or 
128
• Authors submit a non-anonymized manuscript to a public forum.
129
• Anyone can submit a review or discuss the paper. Authors can invite reviewers.
130
• To ensure a sufficient number of reviews, authors of submissions are asked to review other 131 submissions.
132
• Reviews are published non-anonymously. Anyone, authors and other reviewers, can see and 133 respond to them until the system closes.
134
• The system is closed and some submissions are accepted and presented at the conference. In 135 some cases, authors are asked to attach the reviews and discussions to their manuscript.
136
To better understand the advantages and limitations of such a review process in the HCI 137 community, we asked previous authors to complete a short survey on the reviewing system that 138 was in place at alt.chi. We first gathered the contact information of at least the first author of every 139 alt.chi paper from 2010 to 2018. When we believed that the first author of a publication could have 140 already been the first author of an other publication, we also added the last author contact email to our 141 list. We then sent an email to all identified contacts providing a link to the survey. Additionally, we process and whether they would continue using it within alt.chi and even extend it to other tracks. We 148 also sought to gather additional comments about peer review and the questionnaire itself. 
Results and Discussion

150
We gathered a total of 30 responses to our survey. We initially had 31 responses but one respondent 151 did not confirm that we could use their answers in a future publication so we removed their response 152 from our data. While such a low number of respondents could be potentially seen as problematic,
153
it appears through the literature that, to gather subjective measures and opinions, it can be enough.
154
Indeed, Isenberg et al. [63] showed that on average between 1-5 participants are used in evaluation 155 of research projects, while Caine [64] showed that among all CHI papers published in one year, had reviewed more than ten papers in a single/double blind review process while the remaining four 175 had reviewed between one and ten papers within such a process. reviews: this was seen as an advantage for both authors (6 respondents) and reviewers (8 respondents).
198
Interestingly, three respondents mentioned that signing reviews was a good way to receive credit for 199 their work.
200
Reinforcing findings from previous research, some respondents expressed concerns that an 201 author's reputation could possibly directly influence the reviewer and the decision on the submission
202
(4 respondents as a limitation for authors, 2 for reviewers) or the fact that reviewers might fear being 203 truly critical and, consequently, self-censor their reviews (14 respondents We have gathered the results of Likert Scale Ratings (questions 11 to 14) in Fig. 1a to Fig. 1d useful to present [76, 77, 79, 80] , and potentially even more useful than medians [79, 81] . The results
214
in Fig. 1a and Fig. 1b respondents would not consider it: 18 gave scores of 1 or 2 (mean = 2.23, median = 2). This mirrors the 223 qualitative feedback regarding the possibility of such a process incurring retaliation for the reviewers 224 of a rejected paper, for example, and echoes previous work (e.g., [9, 54] ). Several possible procedures 225 for non-anonymous reviews exist beyond simply asking reviewers to sign their reviews, however, 226 such as giving the names of reviewers without attaching them to any specific report or only publishing 227 the names of reviewers of accepted papers. Such alternatives are, however, still rarely used and we 228 hypothetize that they were probably not considered by most of our respondents (though future work 229 should probably investigate this aspect further). Nonetheless, the reluctance to sign reviews for other 230 CHI tracks contrasts with the now quite high number of journals that are using non-anonymous and 231 public reviews (see e.g., some of the BMC series [59] and the transpose-publishing site for a complete 232 list).
233
While these results are interesting and could potentially help argue for opening the reviewing 234 process to make reviews public, even if not signed, one has to take into account that respondents were 235 all previously involved with alt.chi and should therefore be considered likely to be more open to the 236 process than the rest of the community. It is therefore difficult to guarantee that the rather positive
237
views towards open reviews would be shared by the larger CHI community. A possible follow-up 238 to our work could include gathering all the reviews and discussions generated through an instance 239 of alt.chi and sharing it with the CHI community to produce a more diverse but informed opinion.
240
In any case, future work includes polling authors and reviewers of the CHI community that do not 
